Introduction {#Sec1}
============

The implantable cardioverter-defibrillator (ICD) is a highly effective therapy for the prevention of sudden cardiac death (SCD) in high-risk patients \[[@CR1]\]. However, many patients whose risk of short-term mortality following device implantation is high may gain no significant benefit from an ICD, irrespective of their SCD risk. Such patients, who have significant non-cardiac comorbidity or advanced heart failure, typically die of a non-cardiac cause or pump failure \[[@CR2], [@CR3]\]. These patients are important as they are exposed to all of the risks of ICD therapy, without the opportunity to gain significant mortality benefit.

A number of complex scoring systems have been proposed to identify these high-risk patients \[[@CR4]--[@CR7]\] (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}). However, it is unclear which scoring system is most useful and whether any add incremental value compared to a single risk marker alone (serum urea).Table 1Scoring systems to identify patients at high risk of early mortality after ICD implantationClinical parameterScoring systemGoldenbergBilchickKramerParkashAge\>70 years≥75 years≥70 years\>80 years  *Points16211*Atrial fibrillation✓✓✓  *Points1271*Chronic kidney diseaseUrea \>9.28 mmol/L✓Creatinine ≥177 μmol/LCreatinine \>159 μmol/L  *Points110021*COPD✓  *Points62*Diabetes mellitus✓  *Points41*LVEF≤20%≤20%  *Points281*NYHA functional class\>II\> II\>II* Points1361*Peripheral arterial disease✓  *Points1*QRS duration\>120 ms  *Points1COPD* chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, *LVEF* left ventricular ejection fraction, *NYHA* New York Heart Association

The aims of this study were to use the proposed scoring systems to (1) establish how many current ICD recipients may be too high risk to derive significant benefit from ICD therapy and (2) evaluate how well the proposed scoring systems predict short-term mortality in an unselected cohort of ICD recipients.

Methods {#Sec2}
=======

Study design {#Sec3}
------------

We conducted a single-centre retrospective analysis of consecutive patients undergoing first time ICD implantation at King's College Hospital (London, UK) between January 2009 and October 2013.

Derivation of risk scores {#Sec4}
-------------------------

The presence or absence of specific clinical variables such as atrial fibrillation (AF), diabetes, peripheral arterial disease (PAD) and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease at the time of ICD implant were determined by review of the clinical records.

Assigned or measured variables such as age, New York Heart Association (NYHA) heart failure functional class, creatinine, urea, QRS duration and left ventricular ejection fraction (LVEF) were taken at the time of ICD implant or the closest available value.

AF was defined as a history of paroxysmal or permanent AF on the electrocardiogram. PAD was defined as in the Kramer study; a patient had an intervention on the carotid arteries or lower extremities, thoracic or abdominal aorta or had clinical claudication \[[@CR6]\]. Chronic kidney disease was defined as an estimated glomerular filtration rate of \<60 mL/min/1.73m^2^ using the modification of diet in renal disease equation.

Statistical analysis {#Sec5}
--------------------

Continuous variables are presented as median (interquartile range) and categorical variables are expressed as absolute and relative frequency.

The Bilchick \[[@CR4]\], Goldenberg \[[@CR5]\], Kramer \[[@CR6]\] and Parkash \[[@CR7]\] risk scores were calculated from patients' clinical characteristics according to the original publications. On the basis of these risk scores, patients were further classified into risk categories as set out in the papers \[[@CR4]--[@CR7]\]. The Bilchick, Kramer and Parkash models distinguished two risk categories for mortality (low and high risk). In the Goldenberg model, patients were stratified in three risk categories for mortality (low, intermediate and high risk). For the purposes of our study, we combined the low and intermediate categories into one 'low-risk' group. We used serum urea to categorize patients into low and high risk, based on the value derived from the Goldenberg study, an analysis of MADIT-2 (cut-off of \>9.28 mM) \[[@CR5]\].

Cox proportional hazards regression modelling was used to evaluate the independent contribution of each of the clinical parameters within all scoring systems to the occurrence of mortality during follow-up. Each clinical parameter and risk scoring system was first entered into a univariate model, and those found to be significant at a level of *P* \< 0.02 were then entered into a stepwise forward multivariate model.

Risk model calibration was assessed by the Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test, which determines how close the predicted and observed incidence of events is over a range of scores. In this test, a significant result indicates lack of model adjustment.

We assessed the discriminatory capacity of the risk models, as well as serum urea, for mortality by deriving their C-statistics, using receiver operator characteristic (ROC) curves. In general, a C-statistic value above 0.70 has acceptable discriminatory capacity. The C-statistics were compared to each other using a non-parametric test developed by DeLong et al. \[[@CR8]\].

Survival for risk score categories for each scoring system was compared with Kaplan-Meier curves and the log-rank statistic.

To evaluate the ability of each scoring system to identify patients at risk of early (1-year) mortality following ICD implant, the sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV) and negative predictive value (NPV) were calculated for each scoring system and urea.

Cox proportional hazards regression modelling was used to evaluate the relationship between each scoring system and the occurrence of appropriate and inappropriate ICD therapy during follow-up.

SPSS (version 21.0, SPSS Inc., Chicago, Illinois, USA) was used for the statistical analysis. The areas under the ROC curve for clinical event models were compared using MedCalc (version 15.8, MedCalc Software, Mariakerke, Belgium). A bilateral value of *P* \< 0.05 was considered statistically significant.

Results {#Sec6}
=======

Baseline characteristics {#Sec7}
------------------------

The study cohort was composed of 406 patients (Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}). The most common underlying aetiology was coronary artery disease (70.2%, *n* = 285) and the majority were primary prevention implants (58.4%, *n* = 237).Table 2Baseline characteristics of the study population. Values are median (interquartile range) or *n* (%)Patient characteristics(*n* = 406)Patient demographics Age (years)70 (60--76) Male322 (79.3)Medical history Hypertension236 (58.1) Diabetes mellitus99 (24.6) Coronary artery Disease285 (70.2) Peripheral vascular disease98 (24.1) Previous PCI153 (37.3) Previous CABG112 (27.6) LVEF (%)29 (23--38)Cardiomyopathy Ischaemic267 (65.8) Non-ischaemic139 (34.2)Pre-implantation ECG QRS duration (ms)130 (108--156)  Sinus317 (78.1)  Atrial fibrillation/flutter79 (19.4)  Heart block/paced10 (2.5)Pre-implantation blood results Urea (mmol/L)7 (5.5--9.4) eGFR (mLmin)65 (50--81) Haemoglobin level (g/dL)12.9 (11.6--14.1)Pre-implantation NYHA functional status  I139 (34.2)  II130 (32)  III129 (31.8)  IV8 (2)Type of device implanted Dual chamber ICD124 (30.5) CRT-D183 (45.1) Subcutaneous ICD4 (1.0)Indication for device implantation Primary prevention237 (58.4)*CABG* coronary artery bypass graft, *ICD* implantable cardioverter-defibrillator, *LVEF* left ventricular ejection fraction, *CRT-D* cardiac resynchronisation therapy-defibrillator, *PCI* percutaneous coronary intervention

Predictors of mortality {#Sec8}
-----------------------

During a mean follow-up of 936 ± 560 days, 96 patients died. In univariate Cox regression analyses, the absolute score of each scoring system was significantly associated with survival, with higher scores associated with worse survival (*P* \< 0.0001 for all scoring systems) (Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}). In addition, apart from AF, all risk factors included in each scoring system were also significantly associated with mortality (Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}).Table 3Univariate and multivariate analyses for mortality by scoring system and constituent clinical parametersScoring system/clinical parameterUnivariate analysisMultivariate analysisHazard ratio95% CI*P* valueHazard ratio95% CI*P* valueBilchick scoring system1.0091.007--1.012\<0.00011.0041.001--1.0070.008 Age ≥75 years2.0411.365--3.0520.001 NYHA class \>II1.8791.259--2.8050.002 Atrial fibrillation0.9800.644--1.4900.924 COPD2.1301.320--3.4360.002 Chronic kidney disease3.8672.534--5.900\<0.0001 LVEF ≤20%1.7461.118--2.7270.014 Diabetes mellitus2.7031.804--4.050\<0.0001Goldenberg scoring system1.5671.352--1.818\<0.0001 NYHA class \>II1.8791.259--2.8050.002 Age \>70 years2.1011.374--3.2120.001 Urea \>9.28 mmol/L5.0333.282--7.721\<0.00012.1231.238--3.6430.006 QRS duration \>120 ms2.0821.339--3.2370.001 Atrial fibrillation0.9800.644--1.4900.924Kramer scoring system2.2491.880--2.691\<0.00011.3511.026--1.7790.032 Peripheral arterial disease3.9442.639--5.894\<0.00011.8421.082--3.1350.024 Age ≥70 years2.0171.315--3.0950.001 Creatinine ≥177 μmol/L2.4341.853--3.198\<0.0001 LVEF ≤20%1.7461.118--2.7270.014Parkash scoring system1.7191.370--2.146\<0.0001 Age \>80 years1.7631.029--3.0210.039 Atrial fibrillation0.9800.644--1.4900.924 Creatinine \>159 μmol/L4.9633.067--8.031\<0.0001 NYHA class \>II1.8791.259--2.8050.002*CI* confidence interval, *COPD* chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, *NYHA* New York Heart Association, *LVEF* left ventricular ejection fraction

In multivariate analysis, including both the four risk scores as well as their individual components, the only independent predictors of mortality were the Kramer scoring system (*P* = 0.032), the Bilchick scoring system (*P* = 0.008), serum urea \>9.28 mmol/L (*P* = 0.006) and peripheral arterial disease (*P* = 0.024).

Comparison of risk model discrimination {#Sec9}
---------------------------------------

The calibration of the Goldenberg, Bilchick, Kramer and Parkash scoring systems and urea for prediction of death were excellent, as demonstrated by the results of the Hosmer-Lemeshow test (Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}).Table 4Calibration and discrimination of the Goldenberg, Bilchick, Kramer and Parkash scoring systems and urea for predicting death at 1- and 3-years following ICD implantation1 year3 yearsAll patientsIschaemic CMNon-ischaemic CMPrimarySecondaryAll patientsIschaemic CMNon-ischaemic CMPrimarySecondarySingle/dual ICDCRT-DSingle/dual ICDCRT-DSingle/dual ICDCRT-DSingle/dual ICDCRT-DBilchickAUC0.6990.6720.7310.7560.7980.6350.9060.7590.7350.7780.8020.7440.7190.90895% CI0.652--0.7430.553--0.7900.535--0.9260.613--0.9000.653--0.9440.463--0.8070.761--1.0000.715--0.8000.661--0.8090.655--0.9010.696--0.9080.644--0.8440.586--0.8510.810--1.000H-L test0.990.920.220.600.360.550.910.810.600.900.450.970.320.77GoldenbergAUC0.6060.5710.6650.6090.6760.6330.9790.6670.6270.7290.7410.6480.6820.77995% CI0.557--0.6540.443--0.6990.487--0.8420.416--0.8020.505--0.8470.479--0.7880.927--1.0000.619--0.7130.545--0.7100.617--0.8410.629--0.8530.534--0.7630.546--0.8180.570--0.987H-L test0.190.350.170.360.450.381.000.760.920.230.550.990.970.54KramerAUC0.7550.7270.7920.8280.8040.6780.9430.7550.7210.7890.8460.7230.7030.77695% CI0.710--0.7960.616--0.8390.605--0.9790.682--0.9740.663--0.9440.512--0.8430.847--1.0000.710--0.7960.642--0.8010.645--0.9340.747--0.9450.606--0.8400.569--0.8380.529--1.000H-L test0.760.470.910.620.810.840.720.600.310.180.660.430.630.56ParkashAUC0.5680.5360.6090.5730.6010.5020.9480.6320.6110.6520.6650.6080.5830.73995% CI0.518--0.6170.411--0.6620.355--0.8630.384--0.7620.409--0.7940.319--0.6860.864--1.0000.583--0.6790.524--0.6990.504--0.7990.532--0.7980.485--0.7300.424--0.7430.523--0.954H-L test0.300.480.110.320.640.421.000.370.720.180.830.860.500.48UreaAUC0.7110.6950.6990.8200.8300.6140.9580.7030.6970.6660.7250.8020.6350.71095% CI0.664--0.7550.578--0.8120.457--0.9400.689--0.9500.731--0.9300.448--0.7800.875--1.0000.656--0.7470.612--0.7820.507--0.8260.603--0.8470.693--0.9100.491--0.7780.427--0.992H-L test0.800.770.450.440.340.830.540.200.530.060.320.420.560.44*AUC* area under curve, *CI* confidence interval, *CM* cardiomyopathy, *CRT-D* cardiac resynchronisation therapy-defibrillator, *H-L* Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test, *ICD* implantable cardioverter-defibrillator

By calculating the area under the ROC curve, we evaluated the accuracy of each scoring system and urea to predict 1- and 3-year mortality (Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}). The C-statistic values for the Kramer score (AUC 0.76--0.77), the Bilchick score (AUC 0.70--0.76) and urea (AUC 0.71--0.70) were consistently above 0.7, suggesting good discrimination. In contrast, the values for the Parkash and Goldenberg models were consistently below 0.7.

These findings were broadly consistent across the subgroups of primary and secondary prevention devices, as well as single/dual chamber ICDs and CRT-Ds (Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}). However, the C-statistic values tended to be higher in the CRT-D subgroups compared to the single/dual chamber ICDs. Additionally, while there was a trend towards the C-statistic values being higher in the non-ischaemic cardiomyopathy (NICM) subgroup compared to those with ischaemic cardiomyopathy, the model calibration was generally better in those with ischaemic cardiomyopathy.

We compared the discriminative capacity of the four scoring system and urea to predict 1- and 3-year mortality. The C-statistics for the Kramer and Bilchick scores were significantly higher than either the Parkash or Goldenberg scores at both time points (*P* \< 0.05) (Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"}). However, neither had significantly better discriminative capacity than urea for the prediction of 1- or 3-year mortality (Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"}).Table 5Comparison of C-statistics of the Bilchick, Goldenberg, Kramer and Parkash scoring systems and urea for mortality at 1- and 3-yearsComparisonDeath at 1 yearDeath at 3 years*zP* value*zP* valueUrea vs. Goldenberg2.688\<0.011.1330.26Urea vs. Bilchick0.3240.751.8830.06Urea vs. Kramer1.3020.191.4210.16Urea vs. Parkash3.027\<0.011.7690.08Goldenberg vs. Bilhick2.5660.013.708\<0.001Goldenberg vs. Kramer3.678\<0.0012.864\<0.01Goldenberg vs. Parkash1.1700.241.4640.14Bilchick vs. Kramer1.4390.150.1310.90Bilchick vs. Parkash3.369\<0.0014.1070.0001Kramer vs. Parkash4.0400.00013.472\<0.001The null-hypothesis *z*-test result is shown for the comparisons of the C-statistic for the four scoring systems and urea, and respective *P* value, obtained by the DeLong non-parametric method

Identifying patients at high risk of early mortality {#Sec10}
----------------------------------------------------

Using the published cut-off values for each scoring system the proportion of ICD recipients in the high-risk groups were 5.9, 34.7, 7.4 and 21.4% for the Bilchick, Goldenberg, Kramer and Parkash scoring systems, respectively (Table [6](#Tab6){ref-type="table"}). For urea (cut-off of \>9.28 mM), the proportion was 25.1%. 1-year mortality in these five high-risk groups ranged from 11.7% (Goldenberg) to 40% (Kramer).Table 6Predictive accuracy of the Bilchick, Goldenberg, Kramer and Parkash scoring systems and urea for the prediction of 1-year mortality post-ICD implantation in 406 new ICD implantsScoring systemNumber in high-risk group1-year mortality in high-risk group\
*n* (%)1-year mortality predictionSensitivitySpecificityPPVNPV%%%%(95% CI)(95% CI)(95% CI)(95% CI)Bilchick247 (29.2)21.295.429.293.2(9.0--38.9)(92.8--97.3)(12.6--51.1)(90.2--95.5)Goldenberg14116 (11.7)48.566.511.493.6(30.8--66.5)(61.5--71.3)(6.6--17.8)(89.9--66.2)Kramer3012 (40.0)36.49 5.240.094.4(20.4--54.9)(92.5--97.1)(22.7--59.4)(91.6--96.5)Parkash8711 (12.6)33.379.612.693.1(18.0--51.8)(75.2--83.6)(6.5--21.5)(89.7--95.6)Urea10219 (18.6)57.677.818.695.4(39.2--74.5)(73.2--81.9)(11.6--27.6)(92.4--97.5)*CI* confidence interval, *NPV* negative predictive value, *PPV* positive predictive value

For each of the four scoring system and urea, Kaplan-Meier survival analyses demonstrated significantly worse survival in high- compared to low-risk patients (*P* \< 0.0001 for each analysis) (Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}).Fig. 1**a--d** Kaplan-Meier survival curves for survival following ICD implantation in different prognostic groups according to the **a** Bilchick, **b** Goldenberg, **c** Kramer scoring systems and **d** urea

Overall, in our cohort, 1-year mortality was 8.1% (*n* = 33). Of these 33 patients, 8 (24.2%) received documented appropriate ICD therapy (ATP or shocks) and 2 (6.1%) received inappropriate ICD therapy prior to death. The scoring system that identified the largest proportion of these 33 patients was urea (*n* = 19, sensitivity 57.6%).

The sensitivity, specificity, PPV and NPV for each of the scoring systems and urea to predict 1-year mortality are shown in Table [6](#Tab6){ref-type="table"}.

Relationship of scoring systems to device therapy {#Sec11}
-------------------------------------------------

During follow-up, 106 (26.1%) patients experienced appropriate device therapy (36 atp, 30 shock and 40 atp followed by shock) and 38 (9.4%) patients inappropriate therapy (18 atp, 12 shock and 8 atp followed by shock). In univariate cox regression analyses, only the Kramer scoring system was associated with the occurrence of appropriate device therapy (hazard ratio 3.15, *P* = 0.003) (Table [7](#Tab7){ref-type="table"}). None of the scoring systems were associated with the occurrence of inappropriate therapy.Table 7Univariate and multivariate analyses for appropriate and inappropriate ICD therapies by scoring system or urea levelScoring system/clinical parameterUnivariate analysisHazard ratio95% CI*P* valueAppropriate ICD therapy (shocks or atp) Bilchick scoring system0.9540.297--3.0610.94 Goldenberg scoring system1.2300.702--2.1540.47 Kramer scoring system3.1541.470--6.7670.003 Parkash scoring system1.5130.830--2.7610.18 Urea \>9.28 mmol/L1.1410.590--2.2040.70Inappropriate ICD therapy (shocks or atp) Bilchick scoring system0.0460--260.0630.48 Goldenberg scoring system1.7800.723--4.3830.21 Kramer scoring system1.8650.430--8.0880.41 Parkash scoring system1.7440.662--4.5890.26 Urea \>9.28 mmol/L1.2260.440--3.4120.70*CI* confidence interval

Discussion {#Sec12}
==========

There are two main findings of this study. First, using published scoring systems, a significant proportion of current ICD recipients---between 6 and 35% in our cohort---are at high risk of early mortality following device implantation. Second, although all of the published scoring systems we evaluated predicted post-implant mortality, none significantly outperformed serum urea in terms of discrimination.

ICD therapy significantly improves survival in the low-LVEF patient population by the successful termination of ventricular arrhythmias that underlie preventable SCD. However, it has no impact on the risk of non-SCD. On the basis of results from multiple large controlled randomised (RCTs) trials, ICD therapy is targeted at patients at highest SCD risk. However, its clinical effectiveness is critically dependent not only on the risk of SCD but also on the risk of non-SCD \[[@CR5], [@CR9]\].

Using a simplified version of the Seattle Heart Failure Model, the SCD-HeFT investigators created a risk prediction model to divide the 2487 study patients into quintiles of increasing predicted baseline mortality risk \[[@CR9]\]. Although in the overall study cohort ICD therapy improved survival, patients in the highest risk quintile of predicted mortality did not benefit from a device (relative risk for all-cause mortality 0.98, *P* = 0.89). There were similar findings in an analysis of the 1232 patients enrolled in MADIT-II, where again patients at highest pre-implant mortality risk failed to gain benefit from their ICD despite mortality benefit in the total study population \[[@CR5]\].

Furthermore, it is possible that in some cases, ICD therapy may actually increase the risk of non-SCD. The occurrence of ICD shock therapy has been associated with worsening heart failure status and an excess mortality \[[@CR10]\]. In addition, unnecessary right ventricular pacing may also worsen LVEF and increase mortality.

Although it is clear that some potential ICD recipients may be too sick to gain meaningful benefit from ICD therapy, it is unclear how best to accurately and reproducibly identify these patients prior to device implantation. The current guidance is limited to suggesting that ICD therapy is not indicated in patients with advanced heart failure, defined as New York Heart Association (NYHA) functional class IV, or in patients who do not have a reasonable expectation of survival with an acceptable functional status for at least a year \[[@CR11]\]. However, there is no provision of how best to risk stratify patients in accordance with this guidance, making clinical interpretation difficult. Moreover, NHYA class is a relatively inaccurate prognostic variable, whose classification is often subjective.

A variety of alternative strategies to identify potential ICD recipients with an elevated non-SCD risk have been proposed. While early studies evaluated the use of individual risk markers, such as renal function and age, recent investigators have developed more complex risk scores in an attempt to improve prediction \[[@CR4]--[@CR7]\]. These different approaches reflect the observation that in the low-LVEF population, the main contributor to non-SCD is pump failure, though non-cardiac mortality may also play an important role in patients with significant comorbidity.

Our finding that urea, a measure of renal function, is a powerful marker of increased mortality following ICD implantation is consistent with published data. In a meta-analysis of patient-level data from 2867 patients enrolled in three RCTs of prophylactic ICD therapy, Pun et al. found that benefit from ICD therapy was strongly related to renal function, with impaired renal function at implant associated with a decrease in survival benefit from a device \[[@CR12]\]. These findings have been reproduced by other investigators. These results emphasize the uncertain benefit of ICD therapy in patients with renal dysfunction and question the use of ICDs in this patient population.

Our data suggest that despite consensus guidelines stating that patients at increased short-term mortality risk should not receive ICD therapy, many such patients are still implanted. Using the four published scoring system in our cohort, 6 to 35% of implanted patients were identified to be at high risk of short-term mortality.

In our cohort, while all four scoring systems predicted survival, the Kramer and Bilchick scores had the best discriminative capacity, with C-statistics for both models consistently 0.7 or above for each of the two measured time points. However, despite this, none of the scoring systems outperformed serum urea, when evaluated using the area under the ROC curves. Furthermore, pre-implant serum urea, using the published cut-off of 9.28 mmol/L, identified the largest proportion (58%) of patients who died within 1 year of ICD implant.

When comparing predictive models, it is important to find a balance between mathematical accuracy and clinical applicability \[[@CR13]\]. All of the proposed scoring systems used a minimum of four variables, with the Bilchick scoring system including seven variables and a nomogram to calculate the overall risk. In contrast, serum urea is universally available and simple to use.

Post hoc analysis of SCD-HeFT suggested a threshold of benefit may be present based on an annual mortality risk of 20--25%, with patients at greater annualised risk than this unlikely to benefit from an ICD \[[@CR9]\]. Interestingly, 1-year mortality in the Kramer model (40%), Bilchick model (29%) and urea (19%) were all around this level. This supports the possibility that these models not only identify patients at high risk of mortality but also a group that may not benefit from ICD therapy.

The issue of identifying patients who fulfill current international guidelines but are unlikely to gain significant survival benefit from ICD therapy due to their high non-SCD risk is an important one. ICDs continue to be an expensive technology, and avoiding implanting patients who are unlikely to gain survival benefit is likely to improve clinical and cost-effectiveness. Furthermore, avoiding implanting unnecessary ICDs would prevent exposing patients with advanced cardiac and non-cardiac disease to the risks and potential complications of a high-energy device.

Limitations {#Sec13}
===========

Our study has several potential limitations. First, it is a single-centre retrospective analysis and at risk of the inherent bias of this type of study. Although we analysed patients' electronic records in detail, it is possible that important clinical variables used in the scoring systems, such as the presence or absence of PAD, were not recorded adequately. This may have resulted in a miscalculation of patients' individual risk scores and impacted on our results.

Second, although we included data on 406 patients with 96 deaths, our analysis is relatively small by the standards of previous studies in this area.

Third, in our analysis, we included an unselected population of primary and secondary prevention patients, patients with CRT and non-CRT ICDs and patients with both ischaemic cardiomyopathy and NICM. The rationale for this was that the issue of identifying patients too sick to benefit from ICD therapy is important in all potential ICD recipients, irrespective of their ICD indication or the aetiology of their cardiac disease. However, some of the prediction models we evaluated were developed in purely primary prevention populations, or patients with only single/dual chamber ICDs, which may reduce their accuracy when evaluated in a mixed population. In addition, the recent publication of the DANISH study may impact on the guidelines for prophylactic ICD implantation in the NICM population \[[@CR14]\]. For this reason, we have performed subgroup analyses based on indication, type of device and aetiology of cardiac disease.

Furthermore, when making decisions regarding complex device therapy for individual patients, it is important to balance the potential benefits against the risks. The benefit from ICD therapy is likely to be influenced by the indication (primary vs. secondary prevention), as well as the concomitant use of CRT. Although the association between the risk factors/models and mortality was relatively consistent across the different patient groups (primary/secondary prevention and ICD/CRT-D recipients), the numbers in each group are relatively small, and these models should be used with caution in patients with secondary prevention indications or CRT devices.

Fourth, given the observational design of our study, it is not possible to establish cause of death, which may have influenced interpretation of our results. However, all of the scoring systems we evaluated were designed to predict all-cause mortality and in none of the studies was cause or mode of death given.

Lastly, it is an observational study, and therefore, it is not possible to say that patients who died did not have their life meaningfully prolonged by ICD therapy.

Conclusion {#Sec14}
==========

Using published scoring systems, a significant proportion of current ICD recipients are at high risk of short-term mortality following device implantation. Although all of the four published scoring systems we evaluated predicted early mortality following ICD implantation, none outperformed serum urea. We advocate the use of urea as a simple, clinically applicable, risk marker to better identify patients at high risk of early mortality post-ICD implantation.
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